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AppUcation No. 10/074,466 

Amendmeiu date November 5, 2003 

Response to Final Office Action date Sepieiiiber 15, 2002 

REMARKS 

Claims 1-26 are pending in the AppUcation. Claims 1-10, 12-14 and 17-25 were 
rejected. Claims 1 and 17 have been amended to correct informalities. 

A})plicants gratefully acknowledge the Examiner's indication that claims 15-16 
are allowed; and claims 11 and 26 would be allowable if rewritten in independent fomi to 
include the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
Claim Ob jections: 

Claims 1 and 17 were objected to for informalities. 

Clahns I and 17 have been Jimended to correct the word "respectfully" to the 
word '•respectively", as suggested by the Examiner. 

Tlius, withdrawal of the objections of claim is respectfully requested. 
Claim Rejections Under SS VS.C. §I02(b) 

C: aims 1-4, 6-9 and 12-13 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being 
anticipated by U.S. Patent 5,664,862 to Redmond et al. (hereinafter "Redmond") for the 
reasons siated on pages 2-4 of the Office Action. Applicants respectfiaiy traverse this 
rejection with the following reasons. 

Since a light generating means, in claim 1, is adjacent to at least one of the first 
and second side portions of a second light guiding means, an amount of light inputted to 
tiie first and second side portions may be varied depending on an amount of light emitted 
from the light generating means (See Fig. 2 or 7 of Applicants' application). Thus, the 
widtiis of the first and second side portions for receiving tiie lights emitted from the light 
generating means are defined according to an amount of lights inputted to the fifst and 
second side portions, respectively. 

On the contrary, the lamps (47 in Fig. 2) of an edge light (14), in Redmond, are 
coupled to the end portions (44, 45) to be disposed at the inside of the edge light:(14) and 
inject Ugits into an optical guide (32). Since the lamps (47) are fixed at tbe inside of the 
edge light (14) with the end portions (44, 45) and tiie li^ts emitted firom the lamps (47) 
are injecied into the optical guide (32) connected to the end portions (44, 45), the widths 
of the en i portions (44, 45) are not related to an amount of lights generated from the 
lamps (47). Therefore, tiie end portions (44, 45). as indicated by the Examiner, have tiie 
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same width regardless of an amount of lights generated fix>m the lamps (47). 
Accoidinf ay. Redmond does not disclose or teach the limitations: a second light guiding 
means including opposite first and second side portions, at least one of which is adjacent 
to the light generating means; and widths of the first and second side portions are'defined 
according to an amount of the light input to the first and second side portions, 
respective ly, as claimed in claim 1 . 

Ft rther, Redmond neither discloses nor teaches the limitation: the distance between 
the light f rojecting portion and the light reflecting portion becoming narrow as aA amount of 
a light flux emitted from the light gL»nerating meaos decreases, as claimed in claim 1. An 
amount o flights received on the second Hght guiding means is maintained to be the same at 
any surfa^je points of the second Uglit guiding means, by controUing the distance between the 
light proj'JCting portion and the light reflection portion based on an amount of lights emitted 
from the !ight gmerating means. 

Q i the contrary, the facets (39), in Redmond, do not make the amount of light 
recdved io the edge light (14) to be the same at any surfece points of the edge lijdit (14), but 
provide multiple reflections of Ught within an elongate portion (33). It is not found, in 
Redmonc, that the distance between the planner front and shaped bade surfeces (34 and 35) 
is controlled based on the amount of lights emitted fiwm the lamps (47) to maintain the 

amount of lights to be the same at any siirfece point of the edge light (14). Thus,^Rfidmond 

does not liisclose or teach all the limitations of claim 1 . 
I Accordingly, Redmond does not anticipate or render obvious claim 1 . Claims 2-4, 6- 

9 and 12- 13 are believed to be aHoAvable due to their depaidencies on claim 1 . withdrawal 
' of the claim rgections under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) is respectfully requested. 

Oaim Rejections Under 35 U.S.a §103(a) 
; . Claims 17-20 and 22-24 

Claims 17-20 and 22-24 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentible over Redmonde in view of U.S. Patent 3,838,909 to Fitzgibbons (hereinafter 

"Fitzgibbons") for the reasons stated on pages 5-7 of the Office Action. 

Fitzgibbotts discloses an and>ient illuminations system. Fitzgibbons neither teaches 

nor suggssts the limitations: a second light guiding means inchiding opposite first and 
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second side portiona. at least one of which is adjacent to the light generating means; the 
distance bstween the Ught projecting portion and the ligjit reflecting portion becoming 
narrow as an amotmt of li^t flux emitted from the Ught generating means decreases; 
wherein \Nidths of the first and second side portions are defined according to an amount of 
the light ijiput to the first and second side portions, respectively, as claimed in claim 17. 

Tlus, Fitzgibbons does not cojre the deficiencies of Redmond. Accordingly, claim 17 
is patentable over tlie combination cf Redmond and Fitzgibbons. Claims 18-20 and 22-24 
are believed to be allowable due to iheir dependencies on claim 17. 
Claim S 

Claim 5 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Redmond in view of U.S. Patent 3,761,704 to TakeicM et al. (hereinafter "Takeichi") for 
flie reasons stated on page 7 of the OflSce Action. 

T? Jceichi is directed to a dial illuminating device comprising a Hght converting 
member. TakeicM teaches neither controlling the distance between the Hght projecting 
portion and the reflecting portion based on an amount of lights nor controlling the widths 
of the poitions fbrreceiving the Uglits based on the amount of the lights. Thus, Takeichi 
does not icach the limitations: the distance between the light projecting portion and the 
Ught refl<«ting portion becoming nsnrow as an amount of light flux enutted fromsthe ligjit 
generating means decreases; wherein widths of the first and second side portionsi are 
defined according to an amomit of the light ii^ut to the first and second side portions, 
tespectiv sly, as claimed in clairo 1 . 

Accordmgly, the combination of Redmond and Takeichi does not render obvious 
claim 1 . Claim 5 is beUeved to be allowable due to its dependencies on claim 1 . 
Claim 10 

' Clarni 10 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Redmond m view of U.S. Patent 5.442,522 to Kahnanash (hereinafter "Kahnanash") for 
the reasons stated on page 8 of the OfBce Action. 

K^anash discloses a bacldight system using different types of lamps for day 
viewing and night viewing, which is distinct fi»m the illumination device of claim 1. 
Thus, Ksvhnanash does not teach the limitations: the distance between the light projecting 



10 

Received from < 8602860137 > at 11/5103 10:14:26 AM [Eastern Standard Time] 



11/05/2003 11:42 FAI 8602860137 CANTOR COLBURN. LLP 0013 

Application So. 10/074,466 

Amendment date November 5, 2003 

Response to Final OflBce Action date Septeinber 15, 2002 

portion and the light reflecting portion becoming nanow as an amount of Ught flux 
emitted from the light generating m<jans decreases; wherein widths of the first and second 
side porticns are defined according to aa amount of the Ught input to the first andisecond 

side portions, respectively, as claim<id iti claim 1 . 

Accordingly, the combination of Redmond and Kahnanash does not render 

obvious cairn 1. Claim 10 is beheved to be allowable due to its dependency on claim 1. 

Claim 14 

Claim 14 was rejected undei 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Redmond in view of U.S. Patent 5,055,978 to Rogoff (hereinafter "Rogoff ') for the 
reasons stated on page 8 of the Ofii«» Action. 

Rogoff discloses a light souixje for directing light fix>m a lamp to a substantially 
flat light lanitting surface, which is distinct from the illumination device of claim 1 . 
Rogoff ndther teaches nor suggests the limitations: the distance between the light 
projectini; portion and the Ught reflisctmg portion becoming narrow as an amount of Ught 
flux emit :ed from the Ught generatuig means decreases; wherein widths of the first and 
second side portions are defined aci:ording to an amount of liie Ught input to the first and 
second side portions, respectively, £is claimed in claim 1. 

Tins, the combination of Redmond and Rogoff does not render obvious claim 1. 
Claim 14 is beUeved to be allowable due to its dependency on claim 1 . 
Claim 21 

Claim 21 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Redmond in view of Fitzgibbons. and further in view of Takeichi for the reasons' stated 
on page 9 of the Office Action. 

As described above, any of Redmond, Fitzgibbons and Takeichi does not teach or 
suggest bU the Umitatians of claim 17. Thus, the combination of Redmond, Fitrjfibbons 
and Takeidbi does not render obvious claim 17. Claim 21 is beUeved to be aUoWable due 
to its dependency on claim 17. 
Claim 2: 
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Cliim 25 was rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as bdng unpatentable over 
Redmond in view of Fitzgibbons, and tUrther in view of RogofF for the reasons stated on 
page 9 of 3ie OfiSce Action. 

As described above, any of I^edmond, Fitzgibbons and Rogoff does not teach or 
suggest al I the limitations of claim 1 7. Thus, the combination of Redmond, Fitzgibbons 
and Rogo T does not render obvious claim 17. Claim 25 is beUeved to be aUowable due 
to its dependency on claim 17. 
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Conelusicn 

In view of the foregping, it ia respectftilly submitted that the instant appUcSation is 
in condition for allowance. Accordiagly. it is respectfiilly requested that this appUcation 
be allowe.1 and a Notice of Allowance issued. If the Examiner believes that a telephone 
conferencs with Applicants* attome:/s would be advantageous to the disposition of this 
case, the Examiner is cordially requested to telephone the undersigned. 

In the event the Commissioner of Patents and Trademarics deems additional fees 
to be due in connection with this apoUcation. AppHcants' attorney hereby authorizes that 
such fee l e charged to Deposit Account No. 06-1130. 

Re^ectfully submitted. 



CANTOR COLBURN LLP 




David A. Fox 
Reg. No. 38,807 
Cantor Colbum LLP 
55 Griffin Road South 
Bloomfield, CT 06002 
Telephone (860) 286-2929 
Facsimile (860) 286-0115 
PTC Customer No. 23413 
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